ranctiapadika

'upakarya9 and the 'upakaraka' does not exist in the case
of the 'dhumasantana' and 'kashtha santana\

V : If there is such a necessary relation between the
sahakarin and the effect, how can the effect not requie the
sahakarin ? To say that there is an invariable concomitant
relation between the sahakarin and the effect, and to say
also that there is no ^pakaryopakaraka sambandha.' bet-
ween the two, is to contradict oneself in the same breath.

B : The concommitant relation is arrived at through
agreement and difference. This is a , necessary 'rule9 (niy-
ama). That between the ^pakarya' (effect) and 'upaka-
raka" (sahakarin) is a relation. Where is the vyapti (con-
co^r.mitance)   between that rule and this relation?
There may be a concommitant relation between the sahaka"
rin and the effect. But this needs the one as a 'upakaraka'
and the other as an 'upakarya'.

V : That these two are identical is seen in the relation
between the cause and the effect.  Whenever there is a
'vyapti niyama", it implies that one of the terms or objects
necessarily involves the other; and if it does not involve
the other, it is not a 'Vyapti niyama\  If there is no 'upa-
karyopkaara sambandha', there cannot be a necessary con-
commitant relation between the two- eg. between water
and smoke there is no such 'niyama^

B : We see that there is a causal ralation between th^
^agnisvalakshana' and 'dhumasvalakshana'.  But here we
do not find any cancommitant relation '(vyaptiniyama^)
between the ^gnisantana' and 'dhumasantana'. Suppose
we do find such a 'niyama^ then the two relations are
-dentical. Then what will happen is this : the ^agnisvala-